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Januwary 17, 1992
FOR TMMEDIATE RELEZASE

ERN PROPOSES CLEANUR POR SECOND PORDTIGN OF
WEW MMMHMW!HMMHQH.MMMANWNW &Iee

BOSTON - The U.S. Ervirconmental Protection Agency today released
a proposed cleanup plan for the portion of the Superfund oleanap
project encompassing the Acushnet River estuary, lower New
Bedford Harkow, and parts of Buzrards Bay.

BRn will hold

a pullic meeting to discuss the plan on Thur
January 30, 1892, at the Days Inn on Hathaway Road in New
Bered Feneed Representatives from agencles involwed in Thm
ﬂ@wwk:'mwnf of the plan, including EPA, the Mlandihl el
JEn]e of Envivonmental Protection, the U.S. my Corps of
and the National OCceandic and A.muuphult

:1mtimn“ will e avallable at the meeting to answer

The proposed remedy iavolves dredging roughly L8 acres of
cror i am el we maent. from portions of the harkbor wi.h
polyenlorinated biphenyl (PCB) levels of greater than
comillien, and permanently storing the sediment in 1
‘ on bhe banks the hnrhnr. The proposa. g nnllmmtnw
33,274,000 and talke approximately six y o comnplete,
This amount, together with the cost of the earlier WH41 Spot!
cleanup now astimated at $25 million, would bring the total cost
of remadlation to roughly $58 million. ‘

o propesal, along with the oleanup work slated for fhe Hou
Spets,  wouldd ﬁﬁwmhﬁwwnw1y reduce the threat from POBs Ln New
fedford Harbon," said Julie Belags, Regional Administratorn for
ERPA, "We are actively seelking input from the commnity on this
proposal.”

January 30 meeting marks the start of a 120 day comment

el wh, durding which Gime citizens will have an opportunity to
sulbmit written comments on the proposed plan. Coples of the
plan, which also evaluates seight other cleanup alternatives, will
S ((Tela -2

Fyirded ar oepchod! e



) e
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be avallable at the meeting and at the New Bedford Pubklic
Likerary,  EPA will also held a public hearing to accept
comments on March 5, 1992,

A key component of EPA's preferred remedy is the use of contfined
Alsposal facilities to store the contaminated sedimaent. Two CDFs
:wnnd b meﬂlirmwthwmﬁ1ﬂmecmqqmmmmu.ﬁmwaw:.hLmhu.”n Neiw
: ith the thivd in a srall : po the river
virhaven.,  Once filled with mwdwm . bhe he
covered with an impermeable material, 1L, and vegetatior
prevent migration of water through the sediment,

5
&

santly decreansea movemeant.
aum reduce the thieat
wliment.,  Howewver, the threat
harvested m this avea wuw ol
th@Lmby r“qn g the continiance of the Ffishing han ”HTIUH|]” in
place until PCB 1nwnl= in sea Life fall to acceptakle levels.

Bedford

Copraposed plan ls hased on several studies :

4 1 most recent of which 18 the 19890 F W!HIJI”W Gludy.
this document and all other i rmatlon on the MNew
sl Harkor Superfund site are avallable at the New Bedford
Library and at the EBEPA Records Center in Boeston.

due cut
gloke

BRa ds also working on a supplement: to the prop
g, owhieh will address portions of B

In teday'’s plan.,  Public comment will also h@

ged at the release of this proposed plan addendan.,

l’ll!Hll]'

The proposed plan being released today should not be confused
with the remedy chosen in April cf 1990 for the most cwnrnmiwated
area of the harbor, known as the Hot Spot. Under this plan,
roughly 10,000 cubile yvards of sadiment with PCB levels of 4000
parts per m&Jllmn or mers will bhe dredged, and then de-watered
und incinerated on a site at the foob of Sawyer Street. This Hot
e Ln, which beging in February, is ewpected to taks
mun%ha.

Lo

The New Bedford Harbor Supserfand
aves of New Bedford Harbor and parts of Buzszards Hmy Thg

i y contaminants at the site are the result of pnh! diﬁpmsal
contaminated process wastes Ffrom indosted g the
t Riwer. In 1977, testing of edible fish Travealed
' B of U.8,. Food and Drug Adminds -
CAs A result, the Massachusebtlts De 1 of Puklic
as restricted fishing in areas of New Bedford Harbor and
day . In 1982, ERPA added ite to the Lonal
] Lm'i af hazasdous waste sites eligik] federal
el on nndul the Superfund program.  The Massachn i Department
of Brwvironmental Prnkwwﬁﬂﬁn has desionated New Bedford Harbor as
its priority :npnllund site.

R T

gunocompassess & L, 000 acre
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B

frmwmwmm Lo leanup Plan to
Address Contamination in the
?WHA“Tqudthwmwﬁﬂmw%ww'Juv
at the Mew Bectord Harbor bite

™ “the 115, E: il Protect: ropesing a cleanup
phmuuﬂwnmdhumﬁmrmmhnwddhnumuw@ !MMJ+WMMFHbWth]th
will be an Addencum Proposed Plan issued in the spring of 1992, ac-
il g adclitional bay rernediation), to address contarmination. ir the estuary
ﬂ%”H)mnd]:wwmrhmﬂunuﬂnm;MIIHUHM|lunthvEMmHh¢dIﬂaﬂbmrﬁuymwﬁnmmﬁhh
it New Hec ; ‘|hHJ1MTMAW|PWMIWWWHWWHHGHrm“h@ﬂ@f
acldressing gedin
cWhmwhmHuph»mnuhﬁwummwuqmmwﬂvMmmMHMMMUnmumunmuyﬂw
cleamap options thiat were evaluated chacing the Trility Stvdy (F8) per-
formed for the site. This Proposed Plan, together with the Hot Spot operable
“um1wawWme&mmmdvmqumlﬁIﬁmﬂnm1nnAMh%ermuinumwd_

wwnmnuﬂmqnm|mMHWMHW|wu i :””|mrwwlhmm[mﬂdulwﬁhlaxAldnw%
of the site. In accordance Ta) of the Comprehensive Environ-
el 1 mmw'hmmpMMMMnhmwkhnMW Mot (CERCLA), EPA s pub-
MWMWHMMWHWMNMH%mnupuwwhmmMPWHHMMwmm|mhmwadend
comument on the cleanuap alternatives, known as remeclial altematives, under
corgiceration for the site. The selection of a prefermed alternative is nota final
WE'kmpMM!wﬂhlu'Mw¢manmwmmemmpmmwﬂhwﬁmudmmmnw
erlcing pre Cimg & clearup 1 Ly for the site.

HWWAHMMWH nakive is to dredge sediment im the estuary anc lower
MMmemewM‘lmmudumMumethWwWﬂhMﬂwwvmmwIHdtnmume
tioms excescin (

MMMmMWWMWAMMT
posal facilities (CTFs) that would be cons

leave o re JmmlWW1llvuvlndhwuimmn1%UHu
of in shareline comtined dj
part of the site cleanuwp. & total of approsdomitely 300,000 culbic yards (cy) of

seciment would be remowed from these portions of the site. EPA is currently
conchucting a Supplemental Feasibility Stucly on additional areas of concern in

T s explainec below, there will be an Acldlerdum, Proposec Plan issuwed in the spring of 1992,
aclclressing adiditional bay remediati
T Moz weareels that appear in italic print in this cecunent age definec in the glossary
beginning or page 22,




the bay portion of the site. NHHHHUHVNWL‘hHHHpWWH]|]W|HHH]%Mde
acldenchum to this propoesec plan. The preferred alternative is cescribed in
greater detail ompages 13-18 of this documnent,
This Proposed Plan:
Logaplaing the opportunities for the public to comement on the
remedial alternatives;
2. includes a brief history of the site and the principal findings of site
invvestigations;
3, provides abrief description of the preferred alternative and other
altermatives evaluated in the FS;
d. outlines the criteria used by EPA to propose an alternative for use
at the site, and briefly analyzes whether the alternatives meet the
criberia,
5. presents EPA% rationale for its prelininary selection of the
preferred albernative; anc
6. autlines the information currently being evaluated regarding the
bay portion of the site.

To help the public participate in reviewing the cleanup options for the Nesw
Bedford Harbor site, this document also explaing where interestec citizens can
Find more detadled descriptions of the remedy selection process and the alterna-
tives wnder consideration.

The Public’s Role in Evaluat
Alternatives

g Rermne

Puablic Indormation WMeating

ERA will huodel & prablic informeation meeting on Jamuaey 30, 1992 at 7230 p.r.
at the Days I on Hathaway Road in New Bed forel, MA to describe the pre-
ferrec alternative and other alternatives evaluated in the FS. The public is
encouraged to attend the meeting t0 hear the presentations and to asl guies-
tiong.

Public Comment Feriod
EFA s conducting a 120-day public comement perdiod, from January 31, 1992
to May 31, 1992, to provide ample opportundty for public invalvement in the
fimal cleamap decision. BPA. is extending the normal 30 days for comenent to 1:20
cays becuuse EEA has alreacly received a request for an extension, because of
thie commplexities at this site, and becawse EPA wishes to provide sufficient time
mm¢mWMWwMWWMMMwﬂHm“'=HMN nemecliation, inclucling the Addendum
Propoged - pects bo dsswe by Apeil 30, 1992, D tes
stan W«mVummmMM|mnmlMrﬂwJanmMmlﬂmmmdeMM(meL
19492 '
EPA is sy
mmmmm“l‘
o, the pablic
aclditional remediation in B

=1wmmﬂtrmwuwmlmulhqmwwlthutW|mwpmmlhm
rl’s By, amdl the FS neport, and to offer com-
ments to EPA EPA wrges the public to submil their comments on the informa-
mnunwwmmﬂulmmqnmnmmhﬂmmMmHMHmmn arising Frorn it as soon as
possible. The public should submit their supplemental comments on the Ad-
cendum Proposed Plan and its interrelationship with this Proposed Plan
wmﬁmmﬂm»mmwmmemmmmmumwMMMmmmr1MwmmmhﬂmwamJHWIL




Infferemal Pudslic Heaciog

Following the public information meeting and after the public has had an
opportunity to review this proposed plan, EPA will hold an informal public
haearing on March 8, 1998 a6 .30 pan. at the Days Innto accept oral comrments
om the clearp alternatives under consideration for the site. Comments made at
the hearing will be transcribed, and a copy of the transcript will be added to the
site Administrative Mecord available at the EPA Records Cer 10 Caral
Street in Boston, MA and at the information repository locations listed on pages
Bancl 4. A similar public review process will be followed for the addencham

proposed plan for the bay portion of the sile.

W ritten Ciomments

I, afer reviewing the information on the site, you svould like to comment in
wreiting on EPAs preferred alternative, any of the other cleanup alternatives
uncler consideration, or other ssues relevant to the site cleanup, please deliver
o cormments to EPA at the Public Flearing or madl your writter cormments to.

Crryle Crarrnan, Remedial Project Manage:y

U, Eowirorimental Protection Agency

Waste Manageament Division (FHRM-CANI)

TFIC Federal Building

Boston, M QR203

(617 2235522

ALl written cormments mast be postmarked no Later than June 1, 1992 in
arder to be considered by EPA init's final choice of remedy.

ERAs Review of Public Comment

EP & willl review comments received Grom the public on this praoposed plan
and on the acddenchum as pact of the process of reaching a final decision or the
most appropriate remedial alternative, or combination of alternatives, for
acl clressing conti o ad the Wew Bedford Harbor site. EPA's final choice of
a remedy will be issued ina Record of Decision (RO for the site. A docu-
ment callecl o Resy: 5

sponsiveness Surmmary, which sumnarizes EPA"S responses
comments received during the public comment period, will e issued with the
RO, Omee the ROEY s signed by the EPA Reglonal A

indstrator, it will
become part of the Administrative Record, which cont:
EPA to choose @ memedy for the site.

ins documents used by

Adlditiomal Public Infommation

This Proposed Plan provices only a summary description of the investiga-
tion of the New Beclford Harbaor site and che clearuap alternatives cureently
Ieing considered by EPMAL The public is encowraged to congult the Administra-
tive Record, which inclucles the FS report, the report providing a more detailed
explanation of the sice anc all of the remedial alternatives uncler consiceration.
ther docwments which may be of interest to the public are contained i the
Ackmindstrative Record as well.

The Ackministrative Record is available for review at the following locations:

Mew Becford Free Public Libeacy

613 Pleasant Street

MNew Bedford, Mas

(S5C8H) 01275

Hours: Monday, Wednesday: 9 aum. to 9 pamn.

Tuesday, Thursday, Fricay, Saturday: 9 am. -5 pamn.

W hsetts 40

Envizommental Protection Agency Proposecd Plan o New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site
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EPA Records Center

A0 Canmal Street, st Floor
Boston, M y atls 02114
(617) B73-5726
Hours: Monday - Friday: 8:30 a.m to 100 par. and 2:00 par. to 5:00 pam.

Coples of selected site investigation studies and the F5 report only are availalle
Foor veview at:

The Millicent Library

15 Center Street

Fairhaven, Massachusetts 02179

(508) 9925342

Fours: Monday, Wednesday: 9 am. -~ 8 pom,

Tuesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday: 9 aom. -6 poan,

bite History

New Bedford Harbor is anurban ticdal estuaey located near Buzzards Bay in
southeastern Massachusetts, approsimately 55 miles south of Boston, The
1Jnm|mmﬂwmu[hkmﬂﬁm“wuhjauhmnunmm1ﬂw1uuuwhwuhwlh=hnhnu
whick is home port to one of the largest commercial fishing ¢
States. From the 1940°s wntil the late 1970, when use of P aummmby
LA, fac s adong the Acushnet River discharged inclustrial process wastes
uummmmr'I.4MHMMWMHMW]MHWWuhMMMuMun1NMMWlmphwdmmh
PCB survey which included New Becdford Harbor, EPA determined that the
high levels of PCBs cletected in New Bedford Harbor sediments warranted
further investigation. Duaring the next five pears, field studies conducted by the
EPA and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts identitied PCBHS and heavy
metils in the secirments and marine life throaghouat a 1L000-acre area north of
thie Hurricane Barrier in New Hedford Harbar and inopares of Buzzards Bay. In
19" Avduulm'an|F~depﬁﬂl"munmulwmmmummmanlFWWhvhxmwwumwuf
the LS. Food and Drag Administration’s 5 ppm guideline (subsequently
recluced to 2 ppm), the Massachusetts Department of Public Flealth issuec a
warning and subsequently established fishing closure areas in New Beclford
Harbor amel Buizards Bay.

The Comnam, MMWMMGWMMﬁEP‘ s has cesigmated the New Bedford
Harbor site as its- ,menmmlmm'MMwh EPAadded the New
1WHMMHINM4wwmnhﬂmmMMMMmeMmmﬂMMmmmhmMHhhM@m
Fecleral Superfund clearup funds.

I am effort to encourage public imvolvement iocthe investigation and deci-
sion-mialking process r MmmmwmupnﬂthMWIMMMHIHNMW&WWIHa
hiag | twwnﬂwnpmhm' Hes surrouncing the
heurdyor, These ﬁr#nnhmmmpmmmmﬂmwwyuuMbmgmnum
Fiom, the el <IHmmunnwwuhﬂf%mmvnn#yVM1wWHan
(WG, which hag bee g i g with BEPA on e reealar basis
1mp|mle¢'hH9WPIPmmWMMMNwwlhwummﬂunmHmemf MCE
Crrant bo prrovide the CWC with the oppartunity to conduct an indeperncent
analysis of EPA's site investigation. fincings and evaluation of cleamap options.

@HWNMWNMM

Assessment of Marbor Condamination

In 1962 EPA be : MBIV WG it of the nature and extent of
PCH contamination at the New e

Aford Harbor site. EPA has conducted sam-
pling and analysis of sedirments, air, surface water, and biota. EPA has also

Envirommental Protection Agency Proposed Plan v Maew Bedford Harbor Superfunct Sive
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stuclied the New Bedford sewer systern. & computerized data base developed
by EPA includes sediment, water, and biota data for the site. In 1983, the results
of EFA's site assessrment were presénted ina Remedial Action Master Plan
CRANP). I the RAME, EPA recommended further investigation and analysis
of harbor contarniration problems.

EPA’s investigation of seciment, water, and biota contarmination (A has
irwvestigated graundwater at the site. Groundwater flosws into the harbor, anc
is moot cing water source. Therefore, groundwater contamination is not a
problerr which is related to the site.) is divided into three geographic areas. 1)
the estuary (the Acushnet River north of the Coggeshall Street Bridge); ) the
Flot Spot (@ S-acre area in the northern portion of the estuary); 3) the lower
hnhn”mmnwbuduthmth!mwwde»nmwhmmwwwnmﬂhu ards Bay);
see Eaxhibit 1.,

Contarnination by PCE urvnrkmplwui1hhwnrhmluﬂhuﬁmiumw with the highest
ummwawuurJWLMJmmwﬂlnﬁwlmm:wnpwnmm The Hot Spot, a S-acre
arga within the estuary which contains 45% of the mass of PCBs, is acddressed

by the April 1990 Record of Decision calling for remowal and treatrnent of these
highly contaminated secirnents, The lower harbor /bay portion of the site has

lower levels of PCH contamination swhich tend to be more localized.

Estuary Feagibility §twdy

Lre Oetober 1983, EPA began a Ceasibility stuchy (FS) of the estuary because of
the presence of extremmely high levels of PCB ancd heavy metal contaminatior
el the potential risl posed to human health and the envirorement by these
contaminants. The clraft FS, completed in August 1984, evaluated a series of
remeclial alternatives for addressing contamination in the estuary including
drecdging cortaminatec sedirnents, in-harbor disposal of contaminated sedi-
ments, anc in-sita containment of contaminated seciments,

[raring & public comment period, EPA receivec extengsive conments about
the feasibility of the rermedial alternatives evaluated. As a resull, EPA initiated
mhhhumk%mhmumMnHmmwmhmuwﬁﬂmdihennuW{prwlnwmwl
(Corps) to further investigate the potential effectiveness of specific harbor
cleamup options. At EPA"s request, the Corps designed and conducted an
Engineering Feasibility Study (EFS) and Pilot Stwdy to evaluate cdredging and
1dﬂqmwulhmlu|upmnyIW‘MplﬂnmaMmd ford Harbor site.

g Feastbility Stucty (EFS) and Pilot Stwdy

I 1965, the Corps began an “Engineering Feasibility Study of Dreclging and
IMmkmdPLMMMWUWMMmMHthme!uHthmrMmmbyermmunﬁLM
to evaluate site-specific remedial allernatives For addressing harbor contamina-
tion. In 1988, the BEFS was expanded to inchacle a Pilot Soudy at the site, allowing
the Corps to demonstrate the use of dreclging equipment anc to construct and
test disposal factlities in th ey, wihidle combimuimg to carry out site sampling
amnd analysis. Hhmmw”wlm»dmlPhn»mMyﬂhwwhwhuMMcthwﬁwvm
ﬂvﬂuwhrmu‘mwlmnvn1dhqnanIMudM" e constracted, and extensive envi-
1mwmwMmemenwun mmmumleMMWMmeWWMMwmnmmwmhuw

shructi v lnﬂd(MT1HWM”anMquTmﬁHnﬂmwmﬂrn?kvwm%

Thullhn ﬂhn%rhnuk|Hmu"n|dlmnu'nlﬂn?uqmuuwwmudmy1mw~hﬁlnhm 1) an
Mnm+mm”1mnmJMVMMMmhlmpmmuufwmmnxunMﬁhvNhNMMJHﬁu&&uwmnm
including approximatety 3,000 ¢y of PCB-contaminatec seclirments in the 200
ppm range anc 7,000 oy of clean sediments. PCB levels in the top 6 inches of
sediment ranged from 150 to 585 ppm. A shoreline disposal facility, called a
confined disposal facility (CIF), was constructed on city-owned property at the

Elragyime
[T

IS

Environmental Pretection Agency Propesed Plan . New Hedfore Elarbor Superfund Site
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oot of Sawyer Street, and was used Lo contain 2,200 ¢y of contarninated secli-
ot clredigect from the cove, Anouncderwater cisposal facility, known as a
camfimec acuatic disposal (CAT Wupﬂ,mnawlwdnmimlumnylhphuw‘lpnud
when seciments were dredgec for placement in the CTF. The CAD was par-
tially filled with 700 ¢y of contaminatec seciments drecdged from the cove and
then capped with a clean layer of sediment excavated from below the level of
contarmis mem
f8 and Pilot Study allowed EPA to:
"H:Ehﬂlmiﬂﬁ!HWH&E”EmQNVWHmEm of dredging technigques and equipment

uncler various conditions, including analysis of the resuspension

and migration of contaninated sediments curing drecging

Operations;
m Determine the fed

sibvility of using CAL;
Jetermnine the cost and effectiveness of various water treatment
technologies that could be wsec in the COI;

mlWw55&m|nmnMWuhuwwnmHWAwTmeImumUnmequHWH
clrecdging and disposal facility construction and use; and

m Fealuate effluent and leachate quality during CDF operation.

Reswults of the EFS and Pilot Study

The EFS and Pilot Stady were completed in U“FiiNBAIquMc:EHH“m'wum
ies, the Corps has recormmencled the outterhead dredge for use in rernoving
centarminatec seclim
as several operational advantages over other dredges tes
further demonstrated that PCB levels remaining (e, |
seciment after dredging were generally 10 ppm or less, EPA found that: this
dredge could effectively remove contaminated secliments while rminimizing
inpaacts outside the immediate area of the dredging and disposal operations.
EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
ished and implemented monitoring procedures and engineering controls
e protection of human health and the ervirorment during the drecging
operations.

ents based on its ability 1o minioize resuspension as well
N

el The Corps’ studies
resiclual levels) in the

Harbor Feasibility Stuacly
I 1966, EXA began a second set of studies, including an FS and a Risk

Assessment, for the entire New Bedford Harbor site using information frorm the
Vwrmum' Lim 1984, The scope of the harkbor Fs which begancin 1986 and was
comprleted in 1990 (the “1990 FS™), included investigation of the threee areas of
comtamination within the harbor. 1 adso included the developrment of comnputer
models to assess the distribution, transpaort and fate of PCBs in the estuary and
lower harbor, both through moverment of water and in arine organisms.

Results of the Risk Asse 115
hwmmcmndanmJFWMwm:hmthiumﬂemminmmwwwmmlﬁﬁkewnemmmmmmswmﬂdIbw
the New Bedford Harbor site. These documents are ithed "Draft Final Baseline
Public Flealth Risle Assessrnent; New Hacl ﬂﬁMﬂmm%m@MﬂMﬂMw%mﬂmgwn
1985 ancl “ Draf 1mmﬁmﬂmwmdﬂmhﬁ1 it New Bedford Harbor Site

4
Feagibility Stucy; April 1990.” Ummulanhﬂummeqywmmmdﬂnﬁmemumﬁmym
tions, the RAs describe the potential risks to lnman health and the environment
posed by contarnination in each of the three geographic areas within the site.

EPA used these documents as a basis for setting response objectives and subse-

Ervivornmental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Beclford Harbor Superfund. Site

8



quently, PCH action levels for the site

The major potential buman health risks in the estuary and lower harbor/bay
invalve direct contact with contaminatec secliments anc ingestion of contarmi-
nated fish and shellfish, There is an increased carcinogenic risk posec to hu-
JmmnrmmMnﬁmmumﬂﬂgﬂ%ﬁﬁmonkmﬂnMvdE1hiunnnmvhmlmmandvmlmr'wn
a daily or sweekly basis.
hmﬂMWWﬂMhhwmtmmmeMmuﬂhﬁanMﬁmmmmMmem
'MﬂhmmpmmMmmvmmwmmMuﬂMthmﬂMmewmmmgmwmm%mﬂmﬂum

nwnddp
ﬂlIWQHNIHIMUHIdhﬂ:mHHWq”thHHHIMFHHWMIW.UYmJtMmmmmthHJLUH
clucle that PCH contamination is causing a decrease in available food resoure
for roarine life. :
For a complete explanation of the human health and environmental risks
posed by estuary and lower bacbaor/bay contamination, please refer to the
Public Health and Ecological Risk Assessments and the F3S, all of which are
available at the information repositories at the Fairhaven and New Bedford
ag wncl at the EPA Records Center. See pages 3 and 4 for the

Public Librarie
acldresses and operating hours of these locations.

Hot Spot Operable Tt

EPA uses operable wnits when the remedial process at a site is complex and
car be conducted more efficiently by incividually addressing discrete areas or
types of contarnination. In 1989, EPA divided the harbor clearmap into wo
operable writs: the Holb Spot area is addressec in one operalle unit, and the
remaining estuary area and lower harbor/bay is acddressed in a second oper-
albyle v,

The Hot Spot area containg approximately 10,000 ¢y of contarmimated sedi-
ment with PCB concentrations ranging fram. 4,000 ppm to over 200,000 ppen
and heasy metal concentrations ranging from below detection to approximately
4,000 ppm. EPA site investigations have esticnated that approximately 45
percent of total site PCE contarmination is contained in the Hot Spot area. In
acldition, these studies have identified the Hot Spol as a continuing source of
PCB contamination to the remainder of the site. Remediation of the Hot Spot is
an important frst step in overall site remediation, since it will remove the large
mass of PCH contamination that serves as a contiring source of contamination
theoughont the remainder of the site

IIHJHNV]WWN'F%’%rnmwph'.JinwF@wnm1an1qummTFm'1fﬂﬁumw1rerMthn
Wmmmﬂhwlunmmnwmmmﬂwumdeuwmwmnwwmthv@mmnwm

an the propaosed ¢ ing public comment, EPA signed a
AMAHHHH|h"I ting forth the cleanup plan: ot Spot sedi-
mmmM%memmwhwmwwmnHMMdmmpmmmwMWMWMHWMW

mwmwdmmmumu“w%MthHmMmmmUMMMMMmmnmﬂww
thee sediements. The ash will then be e of dn. the existic SDF.
FPAmmIHml«mwnﬂWnﬂmwwmwwmmwmﬂvﬂmmymmﬂhwﬂnuwmduMump,
and construction is scheduled to begin later this year.

T erm e ened 0 T ewen e P
Proposecd Cleanup Objectives
Using the information gathered during the FS and Risle Assessments,
identified rernecial response objectives for everall site ¢learmp:
i Recuce human exposure to PCEH contaminated sediment.
m Reduce ecological exposure to PCH contaminated seclirnent.
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m Reduce PCB water coluwmn concentrations by reducing PCB
sediment concentrations.

m Feduce PCB concentrations inbiota by recucing PCB sediment

concentrations.

As part of these objectives, EPA examined site-specific PCE action levels. 4
PCB action level is a secdiment concentration level, the etfects of which are
kel in terms of its human health anc envirerrmental impacts, A resiclual
pvel (ie., the level that remains) in the harbor will be lower than a PCB
action level, For example, dredging an area with a 50 pprocaction level will
leave less than 50 ppm PCBs in that area. The PCB action. levels in this case
weere basec uponan analysis of the risk associatec with human and ecological
exposure to a given level of a contaminant.

LPAPMWMIwH"EhmhmnMMWuwl;muuﬂnmnmdndbwUmnnlm@

s of determining an appropriate level for the site.
it, EPA examined various methodologies to evaluate the effects of con-
taoninant exposure on ecological systems. These methodologies inclicate that a
PCB action level of 1 ppnluwlmm:mmndtlmp|mnhwruw'hn ACUALLC Qrganisms
Living i the estuary, harbor and bay. Yet the widespreac distribution of PCHs
miakes achieving a resicual seciment PCB concentration of T ppm technically
impracticable at this site. The area within the estuary and lower
ing sediments with greater than 1 ppon PCE is over 1,100 acres. Capping sedi-
mends containing 1 ppm PCBs or more would necessitate the import of millions
of cubic yards of clean capping matertal, the creation of lnncreds of acres of
intertidal zones, and require the installation and permanent enforcement of
s bitatiomal comtrols on essentially the entire harbor.
i ..?pﬁnﬂwrmpNWﬁMAWWMMNWMmHWWMTnNMHWNWN
&mmmmﬂllnmlIUppnm-dwmlkh1¢th<mh4hm%m inches. Removal of all
contarninated sediments at 1 ppemc PCBs or greater in the estuary and lower
harbor alone would involve at least 2.1 million cy of sediment. This volume
does not include the potentially large quantity of sediment in the L to 10 pprm
:mnFWH1MmMLAKWumuﬂmmfwnuhnmfﬂmwﬂanuMW@fﬁmkhlwkﬂnwﬂwnwW

: nnum[nﬁmumwwnnwnumnlmpMHNPdd

b5, antial amount of land for siting

ﬁwﬂumnmmmeMmm,jmmnwmewm o treatmment facilities. Lethe 1990
FS, EPA has identified a maxicramm number of potential sediment disposal sites
both alomg the shoreline and within the harbor itself. These identified facilities
cin accornrmoclate approximately 189 million cubic yards of sediment.

Identification of a potential COF Location and capacity does not, however,
wmhdmﬁ%ﬂquMuMyuMHuwnWMumWnuhuPmummwwﬂmwm
[ y g create irnplementation problems and may
‘ WMIMmemmmmlAmmwﬁquwWWMmHWMWNwmm
pm%%nmmmmpuﬂh4uMmMmﬂ|MwmmWMWﬁmthMMwwuuhmrmv%w
highly undesirable due to competing interests in the cormrmunity for the limited
available shoreline property. Therefore, it may not be possible or appropriate to
uge all of the identified sites, a possibility which would result in g loss of sedli-
et clisposall capacity.

EPAs analysis of the adverse ervironrnental consequences associated with
clredging or capping all secirments contaminated in excess of T ppm showed
thitt the harm that would be caused to the enviromment anc to aquatic organ-
isms would outweigh any potential benefit of remeciation to a 1 pprmdevel.
Dreclging of all seciments with a PCE level of 1ppm or greater would necessar-
ily involve destruction of at least 47 acres of wetland areas and salt marsh

MMHdhmm
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located primarily along the eastern shoreline of the estuaryv. Armong other
functions, these wetlands provide refuge areas for egg hatching and juvenile
fish. They trap sediments thereby provicing & baffer to the harbor for storm-
relatec effects,

PA also consiclered the cost involved in remediating at a 1 ppm action
level, The cost would exceed many htindreds of millions of doellars for the
estuary and lower harbor alone. Such an expendciture considered with the other
clifficulties of a 1 ppm action level is not justified.

In Light of these facts, EPA examined other PCB action levels to determine
their feasibility and the extent to which such levels would provide an accept-
able level of protection to hauman health and the envirorment. Specificalbv, EP&
ewﬂmthMMWMMWWMwmwmeﬁnMwaHWPHHMNlWWJUﬁHmeumnmh
would be protective of huoman health in terms of the risk pesec by direct con-
tact with sediments, This 10 ppm level would likely result in attainment of
Aanbient Water Quality Criteria (AWC) for PCHs, thereby being erveiron-
mentally protective.

Wsing the 10 prpm PCB action level, EPA evaluated st remeclial alternatives,
each of which would use a single cleanup technoelogy on a site-wide basis.
These altermatives inclucled non-removal technologies (leaving sediments in
place) and remaoval technologies (cred ging of contaminated sediments corn-
binec with a treatment and /or cisposal technolegy).

Although to a lesser extent than al ppm PCB action level, a 10 ppuo PCH
action level requires remediation of a significant voluene of sediment: approxi-
rratedy 920,000 cy over a 400-acre area in the estuary and lower harbor, Many o
the implernentation problems identified for the 1 ppraction level also would
e present with the 10 ppm action level. For example, if an alternative employ-
ing capping of contaminated sediments were selected, extensive volumes of
clean capping matarial would be needed and imstitutional controls of the
capped areas woulcd have to be maintained, particalarly in shoreling ancd shal-
Tow swater areas. If an alternative ermploying removil with no treatment of the
sediments was chosen, a combination of extensive parcels of shoreline property
and 2 large island CIDFs would be required to sie sediment disposal facilities.
Shmﬂd"-md1HH?%PNW«N%MIMW@WM%MMunwhmummmHAwtmun|
tial for interference with small craft navigation, shoreling cevelopment, and
current patterns. Adclitionally, island CDEs would require more maintenance
than shoreling CDFs,

As stated previously, EPA believes that construction of all of the polential
dispaosil sites in the lower harbor would be difficult cue to competing interests
foe this limited available shoreline property. Because of its awareness of the
TmhmﬁﬁwmwwnnﬂwwmumwIEMLw]mwumﬂwummw1nw«nwmwwhwnﬂuﬁ
the potential locations of the sediment disposal facilities, as shown in Exhibit 3,

IWflhuhwvoﬁImmlummﬂrmchmmumEHMllMﬂﬂﬂhﬂﬁmrdmuN;UIHm=PMIwmy|u1
"mMWMNMWMMW%H ﬂnwmem

&,

luun:dihunuanmh'wnhun'Mu

more easily implemented., C | |
ﬂ;|mmuunmmmb'%1ﬂunn1w1nbmwhmnmnh it i - Aﬂﬂurqninwwmlqum
NymnmunmnmLMMhuwMum@wl4ﬂnmwmmwwmmMwaLmLW“HMJmnhmn
lewvel.

Firally, EPA evaluated a PCH action level of 50 ppom and found that such a
level would result ina significant decrease in the volume of sedirment recuiring
remediation and would result in s PCB residual concentration of less than 50
P, thereby still being protective of human health in terens of the risk posed
lwwﬁmdmwamfmwmquMﬂwmﬂdhhﬁvmthn“MdmnwnudﬂmWJ(hm
PCHs. Flowever, it is not possible to state with scientific certainty how long this

»
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process will take, EPA's rough estirnate is that the AWQC for PCBs will be
attained in approximately ter years. EPA believes that the AWEC stanclard
provides an acequate level of environmental protectiveness at the site.

EPé developec and avaluated three additional remedial alternatives that
utilize @ 50 ppm PCH action level and combine the removal and non-rermoval
rernedial technologies of the First six allernatives.

To assist in its evaluation of all rine remedial alternatives, EPA has used :
ey duadymanaic and food chain model developed for the site. Specifically, EPA
has used this rnodel to estirnate and quantitatively assess the consequences of
irnplementation of various remedial alternatives. The principal results of the
1 ircthe overview of the
pr mg for water column PCE
MM“"|nmmm|qm@mﬂmmwﬂimuwwﬂqpmwnﬂMhmmc%vaﬁwmsnmwmhmhﬂmmmw
tives irrvolving no action or sediment cleanup to variows PCB action levels.

EPA recogmizes the Llimitations of the model and cautions that the moclel
estirnates should not be vigwed as absolute precdictions. Rather, the oclel
estirnates should be usec to provide a framework for assessing the relative
pmﬂwmmmmofumwunwwwduknummumAUWMmem%Mum

I swrnmnary, the model results show that any of the action alternatives vield
ﬁugﬂmmwrﬁmimcﬁonwmﬂWClm1MNM“HHM!huMmavamwcmemmnuxmlbwdummhnunn
Wmmlhwnmﬂmﬂwmmpﬂmnﬁﬂwnmmdﬁhmmﬂhﬂhrvmﬁmrwmmmwhmaﬂwmwm'mﬁ
unider consideration can be placec in theee groups. The T ppm scenario would
yield the greatest reduction in PCB concentrations. The upper estuary (at 10
prpm), lower harbor (at 10 ppo) and 50 ppm scenarios usecl in the model forem a
second tier of alternatives, Finally, a 500 pprocand Hot Spot scenario form a

thuwmmM|mnhmp|mvmmu| suggest that remediation of areas north of the
Hurricane Barrier will significantly lower seciment and swater colurnn PCB
lewels writhin this arew. This reduction is anticipated to e reflected in PCB levels
in biota from this region. Model projections also indicate that these remedia
actions will recuce the ax of PCBs Lo the area south of the Hurricane Barrier.
However, model projections suggest that this reduction in PCB flux may bave a
minirnal impact on sediment, water column and biota PCE concentrations in
the bay portion of the site.

Based uponits consideration of the technical issues and benefits associated
with each alternative which was evaluated, EPA believes that the preferred
alternative provicdes the most appropriate overall approach to remediation of
the Harbor.

EPA"s Preferred Alternative
EPA"s selection of the prater

‘ red cleanup alternative for the estuary and
lower harbor May portion of the New Becliord Harbor site, as described in this
Proposec Plan, is the result of & comprehensive evaluation anc screendng
process. The 1990 FS for the site was conchuctec to identify and amalyze the
alternatives for adclressing contarning Hon associatec with the site. The 1990 F5
report for the New Bedford Harbor site clescribes the alternatives considered, as
well as the process and criteria EPA used to screen or narrow the list of poten-
tial rernedial alternatives to address contamination. For details on EPA's screen-
ing methocology, see Sections % and é of the 1990 FS. This section describes
I]N!»wnﬂmmwlmhm1mew<UHuqupumdwuwn4dmpdlwl[fmhn1hﬂuhﬂ
: seribed incsubsecuent sectic
hllthdqvmﬁnnfnldenhnlprﬂuhnuM1hw(undlnlznudvmuﬂlP|Eh,n|leﬂm
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of 5 pprnin the estuary and lower harbaor,/bay waould be dredged and dis-
wmmluxn(FWﬁHmhmrﬂdhquWHHMﬂ:MMwﬁu'huwhm=nhuMmel
Lavand 3 (see Exhibits 4 and 5). Removing seciment at a 50 ppm level for PCBs
simultaneously recuces elevated levels of rmetals in this area.

Approximately 118 acres of the estuary comtain sec Cwith POBs greater
than 50 ppm. Since CIF 1 is located within the 50 ppm PCB sediment bound-
ary, EPA belleves that dredging under this € it cessary, therehy
eliminating the need to dredge 52,000 cy of sediment. Thus, approximate Ly
232,000 ¢y of sediment would be dredged from the estuary. Approximately 47
acres in the lower harbor/bay would be dredged to remove 76,000 ¢y of sedi-
ment.

The CIOFs called for in the preferred allernative would be located as follows:
CDF Twould be approximatety 2,000 feet north of the Coggeshall Street Bridge,
it the cove along the wastern shore, COF La would be locatecd between CDF 1
ancl the bridge. COF 3 svoulel be comstructed in a small cove immeadiately north
of the Coggeshiall Street Bridge along the easternn shore. Sediments would not
be treated prior to disposal in the CIFs. Drecged sediment discharged to the
COF would be allowed to gravity settle. The effluent from the CIDF will be
reated o recuce PCBs and heavy metals using best available control technal-
”W'wnwlh)WMMw'm!mwlmMn: The CIOFs will have a final cover which will

b rnacked to prevent migration of liquids, have minimal
5, pramote drainage, minimize erosion, and accormn-

1mmwﬁmmunuqu L
modate settling.

EFA's preferred alternative significantly reduces the potential for PCB
migration and iselates the contarminamts from both. the public and the environ-
ment. Althowgh the threat from direct contact with contarninated sediments
would be considerably diminished, the threat from ingesticn of contaminated
biota woudd rermain. Therefore, the fehing ban would be rnaintained wtil such
thrne that PCB levels i the biota swere rechucec to acceptable levels.

A quarterly moenitoring program would be implemented to assess Long term
trends in sediment and water colummn PCB concentrations and associated
responses in biota, The momitoring program would include collecting secimant,
wker, and biota samples throughout the site and analyzing these samples for
PCBs and metals, CERCLA mandates that, because contamirated sediment will

be left on-site, data collecked as part of the monitoring program be evaluated as
part of & S-year veview.

Lncler LA there ds a preference Ffor choosing remecies which employ
treatment wi lpmmmmummub'un(bmpnu xmnﬂvlnwhmumlhwwmﬂlnnv Mnucmv or

robility of hazardows substances. The preferrec alt i
seciment treatment component. HPMﬁmm%mnwuu;WwMﬂmePlHlmuuumwv
Lioms in excess of SO0 ppen should generally be traated since they typically
represent a principal thi

HP A& believes that the |mnmq1mWmewwwaHwamwwmrPW'mWiﬁmnF
Fieecl by the remedy set forth in the Flot Spot Record of Decision. Basecl on ics
evaluation of the site as a whole, EPA also believes that the Flot Spat constitutes
mmwmmHMIMMHMHmﬁm=MmEMVmeMMmmemmMMIwhmhmmmm
trations of PCHs, it acts as 1 of contamination throughout the site, and it
cwMMMde%mthMMMﬂMH%ﬁHmmMMmWMwm[mphwwwmummﬂimﬂﬂm
WWWWWN'WVN”FMﬂmmMMWWWNiwﬂmhmmNNHWﬁﬂHmwhmmFWWWMWWM{

and significantly reduce the toxicity and mobility of the hazardous substances
awkwmm“

Additional treatment beyond that specified in the Hot Spol remedy would
have minimal impact on reducing the risk to human health and the environ-
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i

rment. Linder the preferred alternative, PCH contaminated sediment will be
aclecuately contained in CDFs, Only a very small fraction of the PCBs wall
eventually be released as leachate moving through the bottom and sides of the
facility due to the low permeability of the sediments. Data collected curing
laberatory and pilot tests and grounchwiter monitoring at the existing CDF by
Huwnuann[(mlmwwwmuhuﬂwﬂm?PlHl@mduduﬂwwydmuu Moreover, fur-
ther treatmment would extend over a peried of several years, therely increasing,
remecliation time of the remedy, because of the large volume of sediments
recuiring treatment. In contrast, incineration of the Hot Spol is expected to last
approximately & to & moenths because only 10,000 ¢y of raterial will be treated.

Aclditional treatment would not significantly reduce the volume of material
to be containecl Consequently, the same number of COFs would e required
for secirnent disposal. Finally, the more than 200% increase in the cost of a
remecly that employs a freatment cormponent does not justify the marginal
benefit thal may be ga “

Treatment of the secliment in order to comply with the land disposal restric-
tiong inthe Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (ROCRA) is not necessar
There are two reasons swhy EPA believes that the land disposal restrictions do
1mhprNHhuuMme&anMmLhmdIPAdmwthmmumuwMﬁmu
thiat the sedirment will be hazavdous based on leachable metals. The Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procechure (T data which EPA has shows that the
seciment is not hazardous based on the leachable metals. Second, under the
preferred altlermative, there would be no “placement in” within the meaning
RCRA,

InuﬁmmwmEPAMMMNMHMMTHmmququhm1mtwm%hpwwdHAMHMP
area of contarmination because the contarnination is contiguous. The preferred
alternative would be inplementecd entirely one-site, and the alternative calls for
congolidation or rmeovernent of the waste entirely swithin a single area of cone
tawnination, EPA interprets the phrase “placemnent in” a land disposal unit to
mean placement of hazarcous wastes into @ wnit, not the movement of waste
withim @ unit.

EPA will include a long-term monitoring progracn as an integral part of its
remediation and post-rameciation efforts at this site.

o Wetlends: EPA recognizes that both floodplaing and wetlands swill be
mnunMMlmlepumw%ﬂ'hmmM%wMuWmnmwwﬂ”w[mmhﬂwmmmmﬂmkm
af the sed s, anc the second is by construction of COFs for sediment
dli ouﬁmmethmﬁ anits themselves that are contarminated, some
‘ ¢ remediation is unavoidable, All practicable
ummwmvﬂmrmmmnmunwmmmmummmlmmmmnmeMMmumeﬂMehmmmm
ter wetlands will be excnmingc,

EPA fincls that shoreline disposal facilities, on balance, are the best disposal
option, The proposed shoreling CDE areas were selectad becauwse of their low-
mwdmm%mthmMMﬁdwwm@%HMwwwWWMMwMMMmemmiMwmmm0HMMI
ability to provide large cisposal capacities withowt interfering with maritime
uses. BPA evaluated alternative upland disposal sites mihvr@pnn "Dhescription
of Alternative Disposal Sites for the INew Bedford Harbor Feasibility Shady;
L9E which Feundd wpland siles to be either less environmentally acceptable or
not practicable. '

o Saltmarsh: EPA evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated

of

with removing contaminated sediments located along the eastern shoreline of
the eshuary ancl found that greater damage would be done to the saltroarsh,

with greater overall envirommental consequences, from remediation at a 50
ppmaction level thanowould occur by allowing the contarninants to rernain in

Environenental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Bedford Fartbor Superfund Sice
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place. Accordingly, EPACis proposing to dredge only the most contaminated
saltrmarsh areas (contamination in excess of 500 pprm PCBs) and o conduct
long-term maonitoring of the saltmarsh to determine the effectiveness of the
JMHHthMIHMIthHM'“MHHH.PJI%WHHN@MF#ﬂHHthhP1h'pHWW|1WIH|[W hls
thuat wonld be constructec as part of the estuary and lower harbor/bay cleanup

EPA will take all practicable meagures to minimize potential harm to the
saltrmarsh churing remediation. EPA will either restore the lost area or compen-
sate for aoy wnavoidable impacts to the saltrmarsh,

o Costs: The estimated cost, including capital, mondtoring, and cperation
mwhmﬂmh‘mmwﬁMMWMxmmmm¢x mMMlhmmw]lmnﬂM:wﬂ=mqu
sented as met ut: ivorth (NP or @ B-vear period. The costs for all
lmmmmmnﬂ&munwmmhmm|mnwunhulln1hhlInqpnmwllmdn1mnu'hwvn1Mwnmnpwdlw
accorcance with standard Superfund cost estimating practice using 1989 Fig-
wres, Accorcingly, the estimates are within the 30 to +50% range. The cost for
lard acquisition to support alternatives requiring space for COFs and treatment
facilities has not been included. Although these costs could be significant, they
have not been included since EPA is unable to estimate these costs withany
reagonable cegres of certainty.

v

Estimated Time for Comstruction: & years following ne
or access rights

Ehwwmwidmnm!(wr'wu.&tmuP

mated Monitoring Program Cost: §5,817,000
imted ll<humhw arel Maincenince Cogt: $734,000
mmmmmum~mmqnzmm

ey land qoguasitions

Es

f%ddeMWMMBwyWMMMQHHNMMﬂ

' ce Trustees
imﬁﬁmmwwwr I's Bay
ontrilut dmﬂnMﬂnnHmMMMﬁ{yrwthe

(Trust

mhmmmxt%nmwhm%wﬂbm
with greater than 10 ppr PCHs which may ¢
presence ¢ B i the bay portion of th These areas curvently include an
@upmnuhwlAHWIMHHMMTMWHh'wan1UIMm'lhmnn Barrier acjacent to the
Comel-Dubilier facility and an avea in the vicinity of the City of New Bedford’s
sewage outfall located approxdmately one half rile south of Clark’s Point. The
Supplemental Peasibility Stady may identify other areas of concern. The reme
dial alterratives being consiclered include a treatment alternative, alternatives
invelving combinations of dredging and capping, as well as a no-action alterma-
tive, EPA will present iks evaluation of remeclial altemnatives for upper Bu-
pards Bay inan Addendum to this propased plan, expected in April, 1992,
mmﬂhuHvaL sane barrier, in the bay portion of the site, the Harbor is
less imclustrialized and is a vadwalyle econormic and recreational resource. Based
on their analysis of imformation in the record, the Trostess have presemted EPA,
with a propasal which they believe indicates that remecliation of areas located
souith of the hurr barrier where sediment is contaminated at levels in
exeess of 10 ppm PCBs, may foster signiticant environmental recovery from
PCB contamination in upper Buzzards Bay, The Trustees have presented
informmation that they believe indicates that a reduction of PCB concentrations
in the two icentified areas to a resichual level of approximately 1 to 3 ppom may
provide a significant reduction in ereironmental risks over the existing condi-
Fons, The Trustees believe that remediation in these areas would eliminate the
prirmary sources of PCE contamination in apper Buzzards Bay, and that PCB
concentrations in harvestable biota in this area could reach acceptable health

&=

Enviremenental Protection Agency Proposed Plan v Mew Bed ford FHarbor Superfund Site

18



risk levels over a significantly shorter tirme perdod than with no-action, and
biota would be expected to reach or go below the FDA Limit of 2 ppm.

As roted previously, there will be an overlapping public comunent period
inclucing a public meeting and hearing, which will provide the opportunity to
cornenent on the comprehensive proposed plan. However, EPA presertly
solicits public irput onadditional Buzzards Bay rermedciation.

(Mher Alternatives Bvaluated in the FS
Th*wwmfhimdmdanMWMWWWWUﬂmermqﬂWﬂmmﬁdwwmpnMMﬂw
tive, but also on the other alternatives that EPA evaluated in detail Bach of
these alternatives is described briefly below. & more detailed description of
gach alterrative can be found in the 1990 FS report, and a summary of the
alternatives is provided in Exhibit §. Aoy allernative with a containment com-
|wmnmmm“mmw'ﬂmmMTwmmmmwwwpme£%MMHm
exarnine a trwe rnative in detail for this site because institutional

no action” alte
controls, similar to these currently in place at the site, are a minimum recuire-
ot for the site. A troe no action alternative without ingtitutional controls
wondel not be protective.

For the 10 ppmoremoval alternatives, EPA cid not reduce the volume of
sediment by the amount underlying a COE, or the footprint. This footprint
refers to the area of contarninatec seciment greater than a given action level
ancl upon which a COF sould be constructec. Only the 50 ppm alternatives
achusted for the seciment volume wnderlying COE L This footpring concept is
presented in greater detail in the Acdministrative Record.

Mom-Rernoval Alternatives - 10 pprn
Altermative BESTALHB-1 Minimal No Actomn

I this alterrative, no cdredging or reatment of contaminated harbor seci-
ments wouldd take place. However, the Minimal No-Action alternative for the
@ anadl lower harbor Day would include institational comtrols to limit
potential exposure to sile contarminants. Institutional controls would consist of:
posting of warning signs; installation of fencing to restrict access to certain
Mnn@anuwwv muhun|ﬂMWWmemmmmmwwr hmﬂudhwwmwﬁmmﬂm;&mmmm
on she prseed ble future dredging
w%hﬁMp'vmunhnnmwmﬂlﬂwnnuuup.md=nwxn”mmwuund‘nnMnHWunMﬂk'
inforrnation programs. This alternative was evaluated in cletail in the 1990 Fb to
serve as 3 comparison to other remedial alternatives under congideration.

:MMMthmeMWWmeﬂmwmmimmwm
] d Totad Capical Costs: $491,000
‘WA:’MMﬂmwuq Program Costs: $6,752, 000
f mmndlMMWMwMMJNMwmmePMWﬁ'WW%MW
Estimated Total Cost (INFW): §7,478,000

Alternative ESTA-L: Capping,

Alternative EST SLEB-2 would contain contarninated sediments in place by
sapping them with clean materials. Due to differing water depths and the
cornposition of the harbor bottom, different capping technicues would be used
i the estuary versus the lower harbor/bay. Each of these methods is described
helow,

o Estugry Capprag: In this alternative, a teenporary cam would be con-
stracted at the Coggeshall Street Bridge to comtrel tidal flow in the estuary,

Envirememental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Bedford Flarbor Superfund Site
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facilitate placerment of capping materials, and recuce the possible release of
comtarminated sediments that could be stirred by cap placement. Following
construction of the dam, a geotextilematerial would be placed on the contami-
nated secliments to prevent cleamn capping materials from mixing with contarni
nated seciments. The geotextile would also serve to minimize resuspension of
secliments during the capping oper: axirnately three feet of
ﬁmwhmmﬂdbeMWmﬂmmhwnﬁﬂwwmmMﬂﬂwanuMLA%ummnwwmmd
hyyelrawdic puarnp would be used to place the sand. In areas of fast waler rmove-
ment, acditional stabil. ImmnrWﬂhn¢wp1mnuhﬂhm@wTMupr¢hwdlw/“mquTg
the cap with a synthetic webbing matecial and rip-vap. Approxdmately 187 acres
wonldd be capped, and 318,000 cubic yards (cy) of sand would be required.
Institutional contrals would be required to prevent cap disturbance, partic
larly in shallow water and in shoreling areas where anchoring is required.

o Lower Harhor/Bay Capping: Capping in the Iower harbor/Day would be
conducted only inarens that would not affect harbor traffic. Capping of the
lower harbor /bay would be carried out in a manner sunilar to the estuary and
wild cover approximately 170 acres. The wse of geotextile may not be neoes-
sary in the lower hacbor due to coarser seciments and deeper water depths. An
d%“ﬁmmdmn1uﬂwnhM1W«"pﬂﬁlWWMMdWﬁMMlmdmwH:g%ﬂmnhnMM
wauld e placed to insure an acdequate cap ticknes:

5, even if gome intermixing,
with contaminmiated sediments werg 1o ocour, especially during cap placement,

Estimated Time for Construction: § wears following mecessary lard acouisition
or nceess rights

Estimated Toial f 89,327,000

Estimated Monttoring Program Costs: $6,75.2,600

L COF amd Cap Operation and Maintenance Costs: $9,834,000
Estimated Total Cost (NP §105,91.5,000

Rexnoval Altermatives - 10 ppm.
MAltermative EST/LHEB-3 and ESTALHBE-3d: Remowal, Dewater and Co-5ile
Dispasal
ﬂmwmmeWMWWmhmmWﬂwmwﬂwﬂ|mMmewwvaMh
greater than 10 ppm PCBs from. the estuary and lower harbar ey, The
clredged sediments swould be placed ineither CDFs that would be constructed
achacent to or in the harbor or in CADs that wowld be constructed benaath the
harbor, EPA estirmates that 926,000 ¢y of sediment would be remaoved. To
rechuce the number and volume of CODFs required, the dredged seciments could
be dewatered prior to placement, which requires aciditional water treatment.
(This acditiomal dewatering step is the characteristic which distinguishes
altermative FST LB from EST/LHB-3d) This water would be treated to
recluce contamination levels prior to being released to the harbaor.

Estimated Time for Constrction: & yenrs foliowing mecessary lond acquisition
or aecess rights

Estimated Total Capitel Costs (Costs for alternative EST)

Sirst. ) BOSOECL000/51 55,451,000

Estimatec Monitorirg Program Costs: $6,752,000056,7 52,000
PMmumL[Uian%mmmmHMmmmwnwLﬂwVﬁ”MMwww
PLALE000

Estimated Totad Cost INFW): $103.4006, 0008164, 050,000

B3 are Hsted

Tavirenrnental Protection Agency Propesed Flan » New Bedforc Harbor Superfund Site
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Allernative EST/LHB: Remowval, Solidification, and On-8ite Disposal

This alternative is similar to Allernative B3 (dredging, dewatering
of sediments, treatmnent of wastewater, and on-site disposal), but Alternative
EST /LB wonld include imemobilization (e.g., solidification/stabilization) of
the dewatered seciments prior to cisposal. brmobilization, achieved by adding
cerment-lile materials to the seciments, would chemically bind the PCBs and
heavy metals in the sediments. Because immobilization increases the volume of
the dredged sediments, Alternative EST/SLIE-4 would require 1,195,000 culbic

e

yards of onesite disposal facilities to implement, approximately 270,000 ¢y more
tham would be requirec for EST / LHE-3.

Estimated Time for Comstraction: & years following mecessary land acquisition
O QLeess rights

Estimated Total Capital Costs: $198,645,000
Estimared Mowitoring Program Costs: $6,752,000
Estimated COF Cperation and Maintenance Costs: $2,4
Estimaeted Total Cost (NFW): $307,832,000

5,000

S Removal, Solvent Extractiom, and On-Site Disposal

@ of contarninated

Allternative EST/LELE

This alternative would consist of dreclging and dewaterin
seclirments, treating the wastewater produced during dewatering, and treating
the secliments by ol MWmanMMrﬁﬂmmmvaFWm’quwmm{mmMMdlmumﬂ
PCBs wwould be collect nd destroyed inoan onesite incinerator, and the
tMMMMMWMMWMwthmdmwwﬂuhmwnnplH%‘HWMWmmmwmbe
necessary, the sediments would be soliclified prior to disposal to irnmobilize
residual metals.

Estimated Time for Comstruciion: & years following necessary land acquisition
or access rights

Estimated Total Capital Costs: $521,972,000

k wm Costs: 6,752,000

frnated Mortitoning Progra
Estimated COF Operation and Mainternance Costs: $560,000

Estimated Total Cost (NP 8529, 584,000

e BSTILE G Removal, Tnein
This alternative would consist of dreclging amd cewa
mated seciments, treating astewater procucecd during dewatering, and
:MHHMWMmHMWNMWNTmﬂnmn@nnm'mmmwarM(Mmeim-M s, Incin
a: JFs. The ash waould be soliditied
HNIWFMiIhqhmMﬂIIhhMHF'IHWPHmnWW||hd1M‘WIHHH|N recpuined to inumobilize
residual rnetals,

atton amd One-Site Disposal
ing the cortami-

Estimmated Time for Congtruction: § years following recessary lnd acguisition
OF QLCEss vights

Egtimated Total Capital Costs: $619,324,000

Es timated Momnitoring Prograom Costs: $6,752,000

Es timated COF Operation and Masmtenamce Costs: $860,000

Estimated Total Cost (NFWD: $6:26,936,000

Bite-Wide (W) Alternatives - 50 ppm
Alternative SW.Y

[n alternative SW-7, sediments in the estuary with PCB concentrations
greater than B00 ppro (approdmately THL00 oy in &6 acres) would be cdredped

Ervvirorimental Protection Agency Propose



and disposed of in a CDF that would be constructed adjacent to the harbor. The
COF would be constructed at location 1. Wastewater produced during sludge
dwwammyMMMMMMWWWummoﬂmQMfFvWMkwaWww«pﬂw“mtvmh
meleased to the estuary. Areas of the eshuary with contamination of 50 - 500 ppm
{approximately 77 acres) would be capped to prevent phyysical contact with. the
sedirnents. Inthe lower harbor/bay, sediments would be left in place un-
touched, and institutional restrictions and long-term maondtoring would be
implernented. Public education programs would be implementad to advise
residents of the potential health rislks associated with Lower harcbor /bay sedi-
ments.

S1C

Estimated Time for Construction: & years following necessary acquisition of
lend or access rights

1,hmMmfhmM1mmHMWrWWWMWW(Mﬂ
Momitoring Program Costs: §5,81.7,000

[ CDF and Cap Choeration and Maintenance Costs: 51,458,000

I Total Cost (NFWD: $36, 164,000

Allternative SWW-3

EPA has made a preliminary selection of this allernative as the preferred
dhwnthv,nHuhMluuMiunwmujwﬁmJnnnuthdV%JUMwpuﬂumwjdwuluu
ive™ orpages 1318,

Mltermative S

I alterriative SW-9, secliments in the estuary and lower harbor/bay con-
tacrninatec with greater thar 50 ppon but less than 500 ppem PCEs would be
clredged and placed in CDEs. Estuary sediments with contaminant levels ol
greater than 500 ppom would be dredged and treated either by incineration or
solvent extraction, The treated sediment or incinerator ash would be tested to
cletermine if solicification would be necessary to immaobilize residual metals.
The treated C>500 ppm) and untreatec (50 - 500 ppm) sediments woulcd be
placed in CDFs that would be constructed at locations 1 and 1b. Location 1b
would be in the northern end of the estuary along the western shoreline. Waste-
mmWIpuwhmwhhumpuhdmuhwwMumwmwwnMwiwﬂhumumtmwli
wonald be treated prior to being releasec ko the harbor. Approdmately 46 acres
(112,000 cy) of sediments in the estuary contain greater than 500 ppm PCHs. To
remaove seclic WMwMWMmmHmmerdemIWM|mn,m|mhmnumlwam
ey would be dredged. In the Tower harbor/bay, approximately 47 acres (76,000
) would be drecged.

Estimated Time for Construction: 6 years following necessary acquisition of
Ll or access rights

Estimated Total Capital Costs: $86,644,000 (rmermeration,
B7,279, 000 (solvent extraction)
Es tirmated Monitoring Program Costs: $5,675,600

b G538,000
eraticm )

Estimated CDF Operation and Matntenance C
Estimated Total Cost (NPIWWLSD2,998,000 (e
E80.634,.000 (solvent extraction)

Erwirenmertal Protection Agency Proposed Plar o New Beclford Harbor Superfund Site
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surmnemary of the Comparative Analysis of
..!f!!..]‘{‘li‘fii!:’]l"Z‘I‘f"‘I.iEll'|I'f|f.“l‘."1EE!‘;!‘Ei

‘1NMWHNNWQM%NMWMMMHMFNM%%MMMHNWWT
'meﬁﬂﬂrmmﬂmuﬂ!mmmanmMWkunwan“me
‘ $muﬂnmmanMUmuM
:qmquunmmunE ummudndwul"mnmnwlnnn'MPm
swaste, OF the nine criteria, protection of human health and cornpliance with all
Applicable or Relevant ancd Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) are threshold

MuwmvrmmmmmnummmmWy

recuuirernents that a remmecy must meet in order to be selected as & final rernedy.

I selecting a remedy EPA then balances the tradeoffs armong alternatives.
Long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobiliky, or
valume through treatment; short-term ebteci i plennen
are criterda which EPA wses to determine the prope
the alternatives under evaluation. Stabe amel come
factorec into a final balancing of all criteria to select a remedy.
Definitions of the rine criteria and a summary of EPA’S evaluation of the
alternatives using the nine criteria are provided below.

L OQwerall Protection of Hunean Health and the Ewvdeonmment,
Linder this criterion EPA consicders hosw an alternative as a whole will
protect humiean health and the enviromment, This consicleration inchucles an

assessrnent of how humean health and eoviverumental risks are properly elimi-
rabec, reduced, or controlled through treatrment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

EPA's preferred alternative would provide overall protection of human
health and the enviroroment by removing and isolating contaminated secli-
ments, effectively reducing the potential for direct contact exposure. This
altermative would Limit the source of PCB contamination in surface water and
Biota. ncontrast, under Altermative EST/LEB-1, Mindmal No-Action, envizon.-
mental risks would not be affected. Reduced risks to lnuman health as a result
af restricted sile access would be expected, but To a lesser extent than EPA’s
preferred alternative.

Alternative EST /LI, ca
erveironoment by lniting oy
"meFPm%rmW

sping, would recuce risks to human health and
1 contact with site contaminants to a degree
NHMWMMW'vamnwwmmmhmpmhnumpmpw
2 they both have adverse consequences for bot-
Hmm%w%hmwnwuwmw.mwwmmr capping would also cisturb the adjacent
shoreline, which would be needec to anchor the cap, and there is & marginal
increase in the reliability of alternatives which employ COFs, such as EPA’s
[referrect alter e anc BST/LHE-3 or BST/ LHB-3d becanse CDF failure is
less lideely Uhar cap failure.
EmIuMHm|mwmmmwnwmmthMmemwMTMWFﬂ%wﬁMywmﬁmmwww

u"*'
9,:-

ever the alternative
Icrﬂuwnumdnhmﬂnm1W<UHMmmmnkdlwdmmhw
the level of reliability of Alternatives BEST/LETB-S, EST/ LEHB-6, AINE SW-9
because these alternatives have components calling for the permanent destruc-
tion of PCBs through treattoent,

Favironmental Protection Agency Propesecd Plan o« New Bedford Farbor Superfund Site
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&, Complinnes with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS).

Linder this criterion, EPA considers whether a remedy complies with appli-
cable or relevant and appropriate requirements under federal ervironmental
Lanws amel state environenental or facility siting laws. If ARARSs are not attained,
EPA congiders whether grounds for a waiver exist,

The goal of this remecial action is to restore harbor water to ils beneficia
uge, which includes attainment of Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC).
AW are establishecl by EPA and are set at levels considered protective of
aguatic receptors and/or their uses. For PCBs, the chrondic (long-term) AW
i (L0300 wg /L (parts per billion). Based an information obtained cduring site
stuclies and the fact that reduction in the underlying sectiment PCB concentra-
Fiom will result in a reduced overlying water column concentration, EPA be-
lieves that there will be a significant recduction inthe levels of PCBs in the water
columun, EPA believes that the water concentrations will approach the AW,
e to the difficulty in preclicting the exact responge of the systern into the
Futuire, Long-term. monitoring would be conducted to confirm the water colurmn
comcentration levels that are achievec as a result of remedial activities,

EPA believes that EPA"s preferred alternative would meet all other ARARs,
with the exceptions of the Food and Drug Admindstration (FDA) PCB tolerance
Lirnit theaughout the site. EPA is proposing waiving this ARAR, and requests
comment o the proposed waiver,

To achieve the FOA tolerance lunit for PCB concentrations in biota inall
portions of the site, rernediation to 1 ppm PCB level incall areas of the site
waould lilkely be requirec, EPA has determined that the 1 ppm PCB level is
lechnically impracticable to achieve at this site. EPA also proposes waiving this
ARAR for portions of the site (e.g., the estuary) on the grounds that compliance
with the recuirernent would result in greater visls to buanan health and the
environment than other alternatives, and that an alternative that attains this
ARAT would not pravide a balance between the need for protection of human
health and the environment at the site and the availability of Superfund monies
Lo respond to other sites that may present a threat to haman health ancl the
environment, When an alternative under consicleration costs $57.6 million or
above, BFA must determine whether to invole the fund balancing waiver. The
1xumt0f1wmrw ““mimqgﬂm‘K]npuu,ﬂhﬁnnmdy'MvweMwwkmuh\mvuﬂuﬁmdﬂjﬁxuwhﬁ:acPMuw1h
neceecls $E00 rillion.
rvailable for other
ﬂw::mﬂsm, Phpuwrwmmmhmﬂm MNHMmmmmmeWuwaﬂm
stiancling the fact that the DA tolerance Hendt may not be achieved for biota in
all portions of the site with this remedy, water quality wonld irmnprove and a
correspanding reduction in the PCE biota levels is expected.

'WMWWWMMNMWNMNWMWNMMWWWﬂmWWHWmMm
i pction waives certain Massa-
ﬂmemmwmrmmmmeMM,MMmNmumwﬂdth osal of hazarcdows
wasbes containing greater than 50 ppm PCBs if the requirernents of 40 CFR Part
761 are complied with. In this case, the preferred alternative will comply with
Che TSCA requirements found at 76160051 governirg disposal of dredged
roaterials. FPA believes that at this site, disposal in a chemical waste land fll is
nott reasenable anc appropriate, and that disposal in CDEFs will provide ad-
equate protection of human health and the envirorment. Because the require-
rnenits of TSCA will be met at this site, the Massachusetts hazard ous waste
recuirernents at 30 CMER 3)Ca) will also be attainecl.

Under Allermative BST/LEBT AWQC for PCHs would not be met. Alterna-

Ervironmental Protecion Agency Froposec Plan. o New Bedlord Harbor Superfurid Site
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tives EST/ LEB-2 throwgh EST/LHEB-6 and Alternatives SW-7and SW-9 would
m%ﬁwemﬂmMMHmwﬂuhMNUWWAMyu1nmwmwmﬂm»U%Y&pmﬁ1wdaMw»
native. Standarcs for residual levels of PCE
arvy of the alternatives in all portions of the site.

The preferrec alternative will comply with Executive Order TT983 - Protec-
tior of Floodplaing and Executive Crder 11990 -Protection of Wetlands, EPA
fincls that there is no practicable altermative to impacting the sediments since it
is the secliments themselves that are contaminated from the historical cisposal
and discharges., bnplemnentation of the remedy would utilize measures 1o
rifnirnize potential harm to the surrounding areas. Where adverse impacts
carmot be avoided, mitigation will be provided.

3

3 Lomg-Lerm Effectiveness and Permanence.
Undler this criterion EFA cornpares the ability of remedial alternatives te
rraintain adeguate and reliable protection of noman health and the environ-

il
rrent avenr time.

The preferrec altermative would effectively reduce the movement of PCHBs
fribo the overlying water column and would prevent direct contact exposure to
contaminated seclirnent, Howewver, the sedirment cisposed of in the CDFs would
present some residual risk since the contaminants are not destroyed. Yet, CDFs
mmuwmwuw]mmww4MWmmwmde%MMWmmIMmemMs
minimal with proper operation and maintenance. The risl of exposure resulting
lnnlwtIH~Lulmu-hmlhwuﬂruw,mwluunuuhnmd significant. Lnder the preferred
altermative annual monitoring and maintenance is requirec. Alternatives EST
L83, BT AL B3, andd EST LB would also wtilize CDEs to contain
comtanminants.

ulﬂq nnnuuuMWPunﬂvwn(Lml/IHlH Pu:wn1muw5|uﬂlvurMnh'¢
der the Lomg-term effect iomn. The potential
sntal clirect contact with contaminants would remain
.mM1MwmﬂnmmumhmnnManmeM1hwwmﬂmmmmmhnmmwﬂmhuﬂmm
would be subject to violation, All of the containment alternatives provide fora
grreater rechuction in risk than ¢l il no-action alternative. With respect to
the contaimrment alternatives, CDFs are considered to be somewhat more reli-
wmwmmwmmMgmmwmmNMWmn»W“MmemwwmdpMmmmmmfme
treatment alternat ‘ ree of long term eftectiveness
mnuwmmmwmmnmummm%mmmmmwMWQMMmMHMMMhmﬂxmdmmmymL

& Redwetion of Toxicity, Mobility, or Voleme Theough Treatment,

Under this criterion, EPA comparas the degrees to which remeclial alterna-
tives permangntly and signiticantly reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of
umMmmmmhu mdwntumuMuHmmmew

EPA's ative would not significantly rechuce the todicity,
rnobility or wolume through treatment. This alternative would, however, reduce
wam%mWﬂﬁwmm ration of contaminants by containing the seclirnents in
CIFs, Ag cli secl previcusly, the Hot Spot operable wnit Record of Decisio;

' S of the PCB mass at the site. Thus, the overall s
xmwmhﬁm]mhwmmnmnIwwm"mmlmummmw

Fowr of the nine altlernatives contained in the FS have treatment cormponents
which wionaldd pesalt in the reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of contami-
nants through treatment CEST/LEB-4, EST / LHB-5, BST/THB-6, and SW-9),
The greatest recluction i tosdcity would ocowr with Alernatives EST/LEB-5
ancl EST/ LHE-6, followed by Alternative SW-9 which would treat a smaller
volume of secdiments, Alternative EST /L B-4 would reduce mobility of the
contaminants through treatment.

Erviroramental Probectior Agency Proposect Plan o New Bedford Hatbor Supechand Sive
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& Shart-term Effectiveness,

EPA evaluates the likelihood of aclverse impacts on buman health or the
enviramment that may be posed during the construction and implementation. of
an altermative wntil cleanup objectives are achieved under this criterion.

The preferred altermative would have Limited short-term irmpacts, although
somg resuspension of sediments is expected curing drecging operations, and
the harbor bottam would be darmaged by the removal of sediment. Enginee ring
controls would be required to minimize risles to site workers, the community,
and the environment churing dredging activities. There would be an opportu-
ity for worler exposure to contaminated sediment curing drecging opera-
tions. Alternatives ST/ LETEB-3 anc EST/LEB-3d would have the same type of
short-term impacts as the preferred alternative since similar technology would
be employed. However, becau wrhﬂuwhwmeTVPVWWmhﬂrwqmnv1|unutunﬂ|n
implement, the opportunity for worker exposure woulcd be slightly increased.

Alternative BST/LHB-1, Mindmal No-Action, would present the least short-
terrn risk to the environenent, the commundty, or site workers curing imple-
mentation because contaminated sediments are not handled. Alernative EST/
LHE-2, capping, and SW-1 would also pose limited short terrm risks to Inaman
mmMMJMMmmwmww&wwumhwmnmmmw%mﬂyMWmmmeewmwanvum
tarninated seciment during capping operations. mplernentation of the capping
alternatives would destroy habitats and eraclicate significant populations of
boummuMwMLMgcmwsmmnm Some resuspension of contarminated sediments
wotld also be expected during cap placement, although measures coulcl be
Lk to minimize sediment migration. Al of the treatment alternatives pose
greater short term. risks than the other alternatives because of the additional
rooverment, hancling, and treatrment of contar sediment. Comparead (o
pach other, all of the treatrment alternatives (EST/ LHB-4 through -6 and SW-9)
pose a sirnilar degree of worker risk and enviroromental impact caused by the
removil of the contarminated secdiment for treatment.

(. Frprlemmentability.

This criterion requires EPA to evaluate the technical and administrative
feagibility of an alternative, including the availability of materials anc services
needed to iniplement the alternative,

The preferred alternative can be implermentec with less difficulty than the
other altemnatives with the exception of the Minimal No-Action alternative.
CDEs, which swoualc be uwtilized wnder this alternative, were successfully dem-
enstrated curing the Pilot Study. The Pilot Stucy also demonstrated that clredg-
img can be effectively implemented for removing New Bedford Harbor sedi-
ks with minimum sediment resuspension anc inpacts to the surrounding
ArEAS,

Tl gl

)

pre

Hor of Alternatives BS

I/ LETE-2 through -6 are mach more
» wolume
hunadogry to dmplernent

ST/ LHB-3 through -6 is

Aifficult thar EST /LB, SW-7, 5008, ard SW-9 becaase of the la

of secliment requiring rernediation. Although the tec
Altermative EST/LEB-E (apping) and Alternatives
available, installation of & cap would be more cifficult administratively to

implernent because of the extensive permanent access agregments and institu-
tional controls requirect, There is also a significant administrative cornponent to
*wmnuw"wwwhnuhwmnﬂwmmIMLqunmm%mnm(lﬂ;lupmudimwﬂhmlr
tives EST /LHE-3 theough -6, The mechanical dewatering component of Alter-
ﬂmMVu‘md/lHHI“H\Nﬂmhﬂmuhumlhvnnnﬂvrnﬁ([Hnlnqunudrnnqnmvdtu
the rumber required wunder EST/LEB-3. The treatment alternatives require
maore complex technology and equiprnent than capping,

Envwirenmenental Pretecrion Agency Proposed Plan o New Becford Harbor Superfunc Sive
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7o Cost,

When evaluating the cost of an alternative, EPA considers the capital (up-
framt) cost of implementing an albernative, as well ag the cost of operating and
rraintaining the allemnative over the long term, and net present worth of both
capital and operation and maintenange costs.

”MﬁmmmwdMMWWMmMWMHwWHM,Mﬁmm‘MWWmmwl»HIHHI
(Minimal No-Actior) wouldd be the least expe 0. Alternative
EST /L HB-2 weonld cost $105,913,000. 1 dUﬂJHfL”WHnnh1cvm1%103AFMWWW!HHM
EST/LHB-3ed would cost $164,050,0000 EST/LEE-4 weuld cost $307, 832,000,
EST LS wonld cost $529, 584,000, EST /LA -6 would be the most costly at
BE26, 836,000, Altarna :ﬂW#TwwMﬂmmN&MNW%WW’ANNﬂmﬂmﬂM'”wwwM
Imihvmnwdnde|ntm- wWdeanlmeme1WM 4HNPhubwm1nunm

lPWHﬁiMHd‘UleFLM‘TH

. State Aceeptance.

aurs with or oprposes implementation of the pref ative. &
ments or other information received from the State may result in the choice of
alternative other than the preferred alternative or in mocifications of the Pro-
posecl Plar.

9. Commarity Acceplance,

I iits final choice of a remedy, EPA also considers comments it has received
fram the public regarding the FS and Proposecd Plan, EPA may modify the
Proposed Flan or choose an alt

kv other than the preferred alternative,
based on the cornments or other information it receives from the public.

errec

EPA's Rationale for Proposing the Pre
Alternative

The preferrec alternative, together with the Hot Spot operable wnit Record
of Decisior issued o Aprdl é, 1990, and the addendum plan for additional bay
remnediation will constitute a comprehensive nemecial decision with respect to
PCBs for all areas of the site. Based on cuwrrent information and analysis of the
site investigation and FS repaort, EPA believes that the preferred alternative for
the New Becford Harbor sile is consistent with the requirements of the
Superfund law and its amendenents, specifically Section 121 of CERCL:
[he exctent practicable, the Natioral Contingency Plan.

Ly EF A jucl at, the prafervec alternative pravides the best balan
tradeotts among the other alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria.
eves the preferrec alternative would be protective of human health
out the site amcl the enviromm ;wmmmvwmwhmmwlmhMHmnm
a waiver of gne ARMR (e FLIA lmit). The preferred altemative also
5 permanent solutions and altermative treatment technologies to the
mnadimuen extent practicable.

Howewer, as noted in the Nationall Comtingency Plan (INCP), there will
aften be o range of protective alternatives that are protective and also comply
witht ARARs, but which wary in their cost and effectiveness. Al this site, the
range of protective ARAR-compliant alternatives eligible for selection is evi-
dent.

N
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For More Information

I you have any questions about the site or would like more irnformation
you gy call or wrike ko

Grayle Garman.
Rermedial Project Manager
U5, Environmental Protection Agency, Region |
Waste Management Division (FRM-CANZ)
JEK Federal Building
Iheston, MaA 02203
(617 2236822

or

Jamnaes Sebastian,
Comemundty Relations Coordinator
LLS, Ervironmental Protection Agency, Region |

Public Atfairs Office (RPA-D4)
JEI Federal Building

"
]
¥

Bostor, MA
(617 5653403

- N T (T PNy Ay p

Calossary

Aclministrative Record: The compilation of docurnents wupon which EPA bases
its remedy selection. The dclmindstrative Record is available for public review
at the information repositories establishecl for a site.

Ambient Water Quality Criteria: State-aclopted and EPA-approved ambient
stanclards for water boclies, The stanclards cover the use of the water bocly and
the water quality criteria which st be met to protect the designated use or

HES.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (4 RARS): ARARS are
cleanup standards, requirernents, criteria, or Limitations found in federal ervi-
romrnental law or state environmental or facility siting law swhich are consid-
ered applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action to he taker at
asupertunc site. EPA must congider whether a remedial alternative meets
ARARs as part of the process for selecting a cleanup alternative for a Superfunc
site.

Biota: Living organisms, both plant and animal life.
G A cover placed over a contaminated area to prevent surface water ancl
rain frorn coming into contact with the buried contaminants. A cap is usually

macle from awaterproof synthetic material or clay, or some combrination.

Carcimogenic: Relating to a substance that causes cancer.

Comyprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA): A Federal law passed in 1960 and modified in 1936 by the

Environmental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site
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Superfund Amendments ancd Reauthorization Act. The acts created a special

ta that goes into a Trust Fund, commonly known as Superfund, to investigate
and clean up abanconed or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. Linder the
program, EPA can either: 1) pay for site clearuap swhen parties responsible for
the contamination cannot be located or are wrwilling or urable to perform the
work or 2) take legal action to force parties responsible for site contamination to
clean up the site or pay back the Federal government for the cost of the cleanup.

Confined Aguatic Disposal (CALDY A rmethod of containing contaminants
uging an underwater disposal facility. The CAD at the New Bedford Harbaor
Supertund site was evaluated as an option for permanent storage anc disposa
of comtaminated sedirments during the Pilot Stady.

Confined Disposal Facility (COE): An on-shore facility separated into cells that
mw1hwlﬁwdfnrmuhnmwumMnd?@;dnmummlmndtﬁmmdhmuqb‘um»wmhjlnmn
ek, The CDF at the New Bedford Harbaor Superfund site was evaluated as a
(Nwmmdmuhmﬂmﬂmwmmmdwﬂum:hunrﬂwlﬂmtmmw

ﬁmmmmmmmhimde%anVHWHWUﬂvaHHMhNIMMWQmﬂﬂhhnpwmhm(Wlmﬂ
principal of the ¢ “;mmlwﬂwnmumlﬁhwuml wead dredge pets ils name
froem the rotating ted to its suction head. The basket is used to assist in
tmmMim;udeumJypudumkmawwmhL

Efflwent: Liquid clischarge from. drainage pipes.

Estaary: The mouth of a river where its flow is affectec by the ebb and flow of
tices

Feasibility Stady (F5): A Feasibility Study is a report that samemari zes
clevelopment and analysis of rermeclial altermatives that EPA considers for the
cleanup of Superfund sites.

Federal amd State Natwral Resowece Trustees: The officlals designated to act on
behall of the public to protect the natural resources, such as land, fish, wildlife,
bioti, etc. This trustee may be a federal, state or local official or a representative

off am Incian tribye.

Fluwe: A continued Qow of matter or energy.

Footprint: The area of contarminatec sediment greater than a given action level
and wpon which a CDE would be corstractecd.

Creotextile: A synthetic material whicho may be used in construction, particu-
lawely to reduce perrmeability.

Crremunchwiater: Water foundc beneath the earth’s surface that fills pores between
materials such as sand, sodl, gravel and cracks in bedrock and often serves as a
principal sonrce of drinking wiater,

Hydrodymamic and Food Chain Maodel: & mathermatical tool for simulating
various activities. For the New Bedford Farbor site, a three-dimensional model
wias used to estimate the transport, deposition, resuspension and fate of PCBs
in the harbaor.

Envirenrnental Proteceion Agency Propesed Plan » New Becford Harbor Superfund Site
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It I place.

Institational Controls: Legal restrictions established to prevent specified
activities frorm ocourring in a designated area. Examples include deed restric-
tioms, easements, and zoning.

Intertidal: The region between the extremes of high and low tide
Leachate: A contaminated Hquid resulting when water percolates, or tricldes
trorough waste materials and collects cormnponents of those wastes.

MNatiomal Contingeney Plan (NCP): The plan codifiec at 40 CFR Part 300 that
ebs forth the procedures and stanclards For responding to releases of hazardous

l
substances.

Matiomal Priorities List (MPL): EPA"S list of top priority hazardous waste sites
thiat are eligible to receive Fecleral funds for investigation and cleanup under
the Superfund progran.

et Present Worth (NPW): The amount of money necessary, at the present
HrnenIMwmuwwn'ﬁJMJmn|3m)mrmmﬂniuﬁim1iﬂenm,awimuﬁlimuwumjimenwmdluMJa

Crperable nit: An action taker as one part of an overall Superfund site
cleanup. A ruamber of operable wnits can e used in the course of a site clearup

Parts per Million (ppam): A undt of measurerment usec to describe levels of
contamination. For exammple, one gallon of & solvent in one million gallons of

water is equal to one part per million,

5 therough

Permeability: The rate that one raterial spreads, penetrates, or pass
i porous materdil.

Pilot Study: A physical demonstration of dredging equipment and construction
and testing of cdisposal facilities concluctec by the Ammy Corps of Engineers |
cove within the WNew Bedford Harbaor Superfund site between 1936 and 1965,
Results of the Pilot Stucy provided supporting doournentation to the Corps’
Engineering Feasibilicy Study of the New Bedford Harbor site.

Polychlovinated biphervyls (FCH
1926 in electric transformers as insulation anc coolan:
copy paper, achesives ancd caulking compounds. PC

bk A grrony of organic chernicals wsed since
S, dn lubricants, carbonless
are extremely persistent

in
fr the environment because they do not break coswn to new and less harmgul

chermicals. L ingested by umans or animals, PCBs canbe stored in fatty tis-
mmWJH"MmmmlmwﬂmummWHmW|nIWWuMﬂmMHMMhmmm¢uwwum4u
PCBs cam cause liver damage. PCHs have also caused cancer in Rab andmals an

havve adversely affected the survival rate and reproductive success of fish,

PCH Action Level: Concentration of PCE in sediment thal causes exarmination
of remedial altermatives,

Record of Decision (ROD): A legal document signed by EPA that describes the
fimal cleamupy action or remedy selected for a site, the basis for EPA’s cheice of
that remecly, public cormment on alternative remedies, ancl the cost of the
rermedy.

Erwirormental Protection Agency Proposed Plan o New Bedford Harbor Superfurd Site
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Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP): A work plan developed to determune
the neecl for imemediate or fast-traclk activities to remediate emergency prob-
lerng at a Superfund site.

ematives: Options evaluated by EPA to reduce the source and
tion of contaminants at a Superfund site to meet health-based cleanup
goals.

Remedial Tnvestigation (K1) A summary report of the information collected on
the natuze and extent of contamination found at a Superfund site anc the
protlems that the contamination causes. It directs the types of cleamup aptions
hat are developed in the Feasibility Study.

Residual PCB Level: The level of PCBs that remain after anaction is talen.

Resuspemsion: The churning wp of sediments in water in & manner sioilar to
the stirring up of dust resting on a table top,

Rishk Assessment: A study conducted by EPA to determine the risks posec to
haman health ancl/ or the envirernrment by contamination at a Superfund site.
Sediment: Material that settles to the bottom of a strearn, creels, lake, or other
body of wiater,

Solvent Bxteaction: An innovative technology for treatenent of contarming ted
soils and sediments. Solvent extraction chemically separates contarninants From
the raterial, leaving clean soil or sediment and a separate contaminatec Liguid

componet.

Stabilization: The process of mixing & setthing agent (such as cernent, lirme or
other material) with waste to form a product in which contarminants are chermni-
cally bound and/or entrapped (fmmobilized) by the solicified mass.

Water colluman: The water overlying a particular region, as distinguishec fror
the seclirnent or adr.

Wethancls: A area that is regularly saturatec by surface or ground water and
subsequently is characterized by a prevalence of vegetation that is adapted for
life i saturated soil conclitions.
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Mailing

If yow or someone you know would like o b
rrailing tst, please fll out and mail this form

Jamnes Selva;
Comumnily
115, Enviror
JEK Federal
Boston, M.A
(G177 BES-3d,

MName:

List Adlclitions

2 placed on the New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site
tes

st

Relations Coordinator

unental Protection Agency, Region 1
Building (RPA-T4)

Q2203

"y

Address:

Adfiliation:

Pl

Lnited Stiates

Ervirorenental Protection Agency
Repion 1
Jolhn FL Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, MA 02205

Forwarding and Address Correction Reguested

gion ]
Office of Public Alfair (RPA)
Jolw B, Kenredy Federal Building

Baoston, MA 02203
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